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School principals t\rv cxpivsHiiui growlnji coiiceni ovt'i- the tn'Oiuon til" the 
bases oC powor from wliicli tliuy nrc oxpccial to oxrrl k'nilurship in schooin. 
The oincraencu of collect Ivo hnrgniniua, studcivi rinl'ls, comiiuiinty CDritral , iintl 
othor lojv'il clovulopinoiirK rniwu unporiMiit c[ut';U,ions rcM'.nrdiiig tim h-utlGrHlnp role 
of principals and llic buses oC thuir siiporv'i sciy powoi*. \i\\y , for c'x.;iiiip)c , do 
teachers In toda>''s Kchools compl)' with tho principal 's rciiuoHts? To \diat ox- 
tout is control of tlio scliools bDiiig sharod? What type of suporvisot'y powr is 
nost closely associatod with tcnchor satisfaction with the priiiciiKil 's perfonn- 
ancc? Tho answers to theHO cincstlons hold considerable signi ricancu for tliu 
effect Ivonoss of prlnclpuls us instructional leaders in our elementary and sec- 
ondary schools. 

The sources of adnnnistrators' influence and tlie ways in whicli these sources 
affect subordinatps have boon probed by researchers in several orgnnlzational 
contexts. In tho late IflCO's Bacliman and his associates^ conducted coraparative studies 
of the bases of supervisory power in business, industry, and colJcges . They ap- 
proached the problem by assessing the relative importance of the bnses of social 
power identified by French and Raven. 2 The five bases of power hypothesized by 
rrcnch and Raven wore: legitimate power, reward power, coercive power, referent 
power, and expert powoT. The Bachman studies sought to determine the relative 
importance of each of these bases of power in terms of subordinates' perceptions. 

The results of the Baclmian studies indicated that the two most important 
reasons subordinates comply with the wishes of their supervisors wore legitimate 
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powar niui uxpurt pnwur. Thu avdvi liniici^ tif Wwsc two Ikisch of power 

varied with ilio orj:;aiii j^nt Icuin 1 ^cMtiriii hut tlic^y niiiktHl rinU or sccoiul Iti nil 
cnsos 5^tiuliod by n(ichinnii nwd his nssnci:n(*s, Vov i'sn\w\)\c, OK\)vr\ \k)\s:vv v^as put 
111 n.rHt: placu niul Icnlthtiatu [)owvv was t^ankcHl s^n/oncl aiiinng i;nUu^ii!un In hrancli 
ofnccH arkl suiiii.-<»kl 11 od workui^^^ in n ulility coiiipnii)' . Aiiioiin itisiirnnco nj»eritH 
nrul llbornl nvl\^ coWoy^i^ niciiUy the rmk ordorik)!' those two puwer baseB wero 
rcvorsccl, Aniong ])raduct:lDii workoiHj lu|*lthiinto power and expert: powur tied for 
first place. 

Other studies yielded Hiinilar results overall tiinon|\ Cacul ly iiieiiiburs in 
lughor educational institut lonHs hut ruvoaled spcc tflc diffcrencos accordiiii* to 
the situational coriloxt. Cope^'^ for cxaniplo, rouiid that colloge faculty in a 
large public university rnnked legit Inia to jiowcr ns the inoHt inFlucntlnl power 
baBc For department chnirporsonH, while Parsons and Platt^ found that faculty in 
eight institutions grivc top ranking to the clKiirpcrsons * expert power , 

In their textbook on cducntinnnl suporvision, Sorgiovanni and Starrat^ 
siJirGiuirized the findings oF the Httidics from the late 19G0*s and liypothesi^ed 
that similar results ivoukl be evidenced ajuong public school teachers. They sug- 
gested that legitimate powder and cxijcrt power wwld nccount for iiiost of tho 
principal's Influence mth public school toacliers, 

There have been some efforts to analyze the bases of power in public school 
settings. Those studies ^ however, provide only limited opportunities for conipari^ 
son with those conducted in other settings clue to varied procedures and limited 
samples* Hornstein and his associates'^ undertook a study of the bases of powder 
among public school teachers. Tlieir study was lijnited to priTiiary- grade teachers in 
two suburban school systems and did not provide Tncan ratings for the five bases of 
i»owcr. Instead they only reported correlation coefficients between teachers rank- 
ings of the bases of power and other variatalcs, such as satisfaction mth the 
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prIiiclpnrH purfniwince niul oonh'ul cxtMvi.stHl hy Hit- UshIhts and lu'iiiclpals. 
Thoir niuliiit'.s icUcil Hachiiiin'M ctirivlat ioiia 1 rt-nilts; uaim,'!)' (hal uxporl 
po>aM- aiul rcreroiiL powor ppuvidiul tln' s( lOiij^'Ht and iiin;;t coni; isleiil ly piniil ive 
rclntionship vs/itli le;icher sat in nic- 1 ion. I.c'j'.i t iiiiatt.' iiowcf was hut iwHlt ively nur 
strongly I'clntucl to feachcr sal i snici 'mii , 

(Xnutlini- study pr Ih" Uast's uf iinwur in a publis: Hclinal Hctt iiH^ w\3 coiiductod 
by HaUlcrsoii.'^ Tbo Hiildcr^uin uindy wan liinhed to clcinanlnvy HclinalH in onu urban 
i^chool district in Qninda . Oiipnrtnni t ifs Cnr cnniparini; tlic-u- rindiiijts witli pre- 
vious stiKlics iwv also ubsrurud liy iiu'tlindc) logical d i f riTLMicus . The HaldarHon study, 
ror exnmi^lc, cniplnywl a » inglc-clinico rathor tluui a r;inT%-urdc;r niiproacl), yicvlding 
results in tdiu ronii of ptnvantngoH rather tlvm menus , I'xpcrt power ducrjiod as 
predoniinnnt botli in teniiB of Uh perceived ut;iUzntion by principalH as well as 
Its perceived asOTciatlon with oUier variables, such ns Hntis friction w\th the 
principal ' s pcrfoimnncc . 

Tlie purposes of the present study, ware to dotcmilno (1) iC the pnttcrn 
of influciico of tho bases of power which emerged In previous research would bo 
manifested In the late lD7()'s aiiionH n broad sample of public school toachors, 
and (2) if, within the overall pattern, discerniblo diCfcronccs would emerBO 
in relation to situational subcategories such as school size, level, and 
location. Tluis, this study sought to provide new insight into such questions 
as: 

. Is the legitimate power of the principal still a significnnt influence? 

. Do the bases of power in public schools differ from those in other 
OTganizations? 

. Are thers discernible differences in the bases of power in different 
school settings? 

. Do teachers perceive thonisclves vis'o-vis their principals as iiiuiortant 
controlling influences in their schools? 

• How are teachers' perceived levels o£ control and satisfaction related 
to the bases of power utilized by the principals? 
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The partlciputlnp, Hiimplc for tli'iH sliul)' iiicliulud (kH3 publui .school t-enchors 
employed in 64 .schoolH In PuiinsylViinia ;i!id Cunncct icui:. Approxiimiluly 10 par 
cmt (n - 68) of the roHpoiiHc'j; wim'o i-(> jc'L-liHl InH-niuu! of rosponclcnt nrror, such 
as faiUii'c to falltiw ilii-uctioiiH ur lo furiiish cdinplcnu dntu, The tlatn-pi-odiicing 
HUiiiplc, cunsoiiiientl y , t'onsiHii'tl of (ili) tent'liui-!; dlsi ribLilcd ii\ tlio roVlnwiiin Huhcatc- 
i;ories: schools in PunnHylvaTua ■ M%, MchoolH In nonnectlcut; ■ 7M\ e]eiiieiitury 
toachcra - sccoiiclary teacherH - urban coiiiiiiuiiit.y - 38|, suburban com- 

inunity - KA, rural coiiiiiiutd ty - tb%\ in schoolH onrolling loss than 500 pnpi'ls - 
241, in Bchools orn-olllng more than 500 but less than 3 000 pupils ■• '1 51, in 
schools witii more than 1000 but loss th;m 1500 puiills - 121 » In school s with more 

than 1500 pupils ■ 191. 

Tho (lata were callcctnd by ]i,'irt-t itnc grnduate studonts in educntLonal 
supervision courses at two sninll , private univcraitius one in northoastorn 
Pennsylvania and tho other in central Connecticut. These graduate studerits were 
employed in school .systcins widoiy distributed within a 75-mile radius of oitlier 
university. liach of the gradunte students collected data from 10-12 randomly 
selected teachers in his/lier school, 

Measures 

The questionnaire used to coilcct tho data for this study was modolod after 
tlic Bachman instninicnt and provided for tho annnyrnity of the respondents. The 
respondents were first proscntocl with five items wliich reflected the five bases 
of power identified by I'rcnL'h and Raven without identifying tliem as such. The 
specific items which the teaclicrs uore asked to rank according to their importance 



ns rtmHorm for doing whnt thu prhuMp/il n^^kw or !=ui[^\it'^U wura ro\\o\s% 

[Tho pnruiit hut: leal lahols twc lkU\vk\ hvv lu clnriry llio puWur h(\^o [o \vlUc:h unch 

item rcrcrn. ] : 

*4 adinira him/hor fur hU/hur ])QrHona] ciiuaitiuH and wnnl: to act ;in 

a way that: iiiurit^ hiH/hor ruspoct: nad ndmirnt:ion J* (rororonf power) 

rcHpact hi?t/hcr compotenco and good judj^cmant^ abaut tldti^^s with 
which hc/shu is rnoro uxparicacud tlian I.*' (axptvrt powur) 

'■IIo/slio can \[\va spocial holp and bonulMtH to tlia^^o who caofioratn 
with hini/IiurJ' (rgwarHl powciO 

*41o/BhQ can apply pruHsiiro or ponalizo tliDso who do not cooppratoJ- 
(coorelvo power) 

"Iln/she iias a logttiiiiato rightj consldoring hi's/lio^^ pDsAtloii^ to 
QXpoct that his/her sujit;c!vtions will ho, carried out," (logitimatc 
power) 

The ranking procedura forcos iho rcHpondont to diHcrlnunatc? mon$i all bases 
of power j rathor than glvini^ promlncnco to only one or two- ^brooveri It avoids 
the common contaminating tendency of rating the amount ratlier thani the nature of 
the power bases. However ^ thiH procedure does not provide indopcndenco for cacli 
itemj which is an ndvantagu of a rating procedure. 

Paralleling tlie Bachninn iTistrLUTient ^ the qucstlonnaira alSg includod items 
dealing with satisfaction and control. As a measure of overall satisfaction, the 
respondents were asked to indicate agreement or disagrQoment 0^1 a five-point 
scale witli the following statomont: 

*VM1 things considered, how satisfied are you with the way th© 
principal of your school is doing his/her job*'- 

Control was measured in teiTiis of its institutional (amount of influence over 

the vvay the school is run) and interpersonal (amount of influerice between the 

principal and teachers) factors. Likert-type responses to the follo^^ing two 

items wore combined as a mcasuro of institutional conti^ol: 
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"In gonoraij hnw much nay or iiiriuonco do you CtHil Hiu priiiciiKi'l luiH 
on how your school is run?'' 

♦♦In gDnGrni, how much nay or Inriuoncu do you Cool thci tunchurs as n 
group luivc on how your school is nm?'' 

Uusponsos to thD Tol lowing it^-ii^^ ^^'^'^ similnrJy suninipd la (irrivu rit: a mua^um of 

intorporHOiial control : 

»*ln gonoral, how much say or influenco cloeH your principal havo with 
the tcacherB when it comci^ to activities and dcciHlons tliat uCCcct the 
perPoiTnanco of your sctiool?^^ 

*'Now, thinking in the other directions how much say or infiuonco do 
tcachorH as n' group havo on your principal when it comos to his/hor 
activities and docis ions that nfPect the porformance of your scliool?'' 

Each control item used response catcgorios ranging from 1, ^'little or no Influanco^' 

to 5, *'a great deal of influcncQ/* A measure of total control vvas derived from 

suiraning the responses to those last four items on the quoBtionnnire . 

The teachers* rankings of the bases of power are reported in Tabic 1* As 
the first column reveals, the results for the total sample parallel the pattorn 
found for other settings and samples. Specifically, iGgitimate and export power 
emerged as paramount, followed respectively by referent, reward, and coercive 
bases of power. This pattern prevailed regardless of the conmmity type and 
state setting* A negligible variation was found for school level, given a vir- 
tual tie for last place between coercive and reward power for secondary school 
teachers . 

[PIJ\Ci: lABIJ; I Al^PIlOXBLVl'ELY imRRO 
ftore noticeable variations were found for school size. Regardless of school 
size, teachers ranked legitimate power as the nuiiiber one reason they accede to 
the wishes of the principal. However, differences were evidenced ajnong the other 
four bases of power. Teachers in the two larger categories of schools indicated, 

* Tiie authors ncknowledgo with appreciation the assistance of Joseph R. Little, 
O doctoral student in Hducation, in the analysis of the data reported in this study. 
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oil the nvcruijc, that expert: j)owoi- wn;-' the llian siocoiul iiiofU iiii|)()iM;nnl. 

misoii for coiniTl)':lnf,! witli tlia principal 'i4 wiHlius. ^rjryrenl power t-iiiuriial in i^cc- 
oiul place For uppci'-inUldlo hIm bcIkwU Inil \vaK m^\-c<'^ l;ist iti tlia InrMusi iiciiools , 
whoi'o teaclicrs gnvo row/ml pcn^'or an olhoi'wi .so unusv,,,! Nccoiul-pUico rntiKing. 

ConJlTnra t ivo l^uik j-ngs 

Tiic rnnkiiiiv^ of tlio bmcs of power ohtainca t;|^^.oiiaH thU study aru compcircd 
with those obtained by prcviouRly cltod stiulioH in .j-filiic llJ^ The public wcliool 
tortchcrK joined brancli office sciloHiiian, Htmii -Hl<lil(jj utility wurkors, and ono 
group of colloge faculty in rnnkinn Icnltiiiuitc as numlipr one and export 

power as nuinbor two. insiiranco ngents nnd two p,rcx,p« of collogo fwculty roversod 
this order, ranldng oxport powor as number ono nnd legitimate power as nuiiibor 
two. Production workors strnddlod those groups hy placing Icgltiniate power and 
export power in a tio for number ono ranking. All jfj-^ups consistently doimgrnded 
coercive powor by rolooatlng this base of influonc^ to oitlicr fourth or fifth rank. 

[PlJVCn I'ABLB il APPliOXlMATHW ^,.] 
Bases of Power and S atisfaction 

Tlie second part of the questionnairo asked th^, Respondents to indicate 
their level of satisfaction with the way the prlncjp^l was doing his job. The 
mean satisfaction rating for the total sajTipls, on gcale of one to five, was 
3.48. This result was slinilar to the limited repQ^.^g of other sottings.^ The 
teacher satisfaction scores were then corrolatod w^^h those for the five bases 
of power using school moan criterion scores for th^ 64 schools included in the 
study. 

The results by school site revealed a high pQjj,tive relationship between teaclie 
satisfaction with the principal's performance and ^^acher preference for the prin- 
cipal's use of roforcnt power (r = .76) and eKpci'l; pOH-cr (r = .72). Strong negative 
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coiTelatiom were ev^idf^nced betwcGn teuchcr satisfaction and thm perceived use of 
coGTcivc (r ^ -.77} and mmxa O ^ '-SS) power, with a sonmvhat iGssor negHtive 
corTelatiori mth Icaitiriato power (r ^ -*28). 

As shora in Table Ell ^ these group results for public school teachers parallel 
those obtalaed by Baclunan generally for other settings and particularly C<^lso fouiid 
in Table 13) for braiicli off flee salesmen. Satisfaction with the organizational 
supervisor's perfoimaace ras positively and^ in most cases ^ significantly 
associated with his fh&ic use o£ referent and expert powari It seems appropriate 
to reiterate tlie cautiora ej^ressed hy Bachinan^^ that the negative correlations 
for coercive, reward, and legitijiiatc power inay have been caused by the positive 
correlatioris for refer^imt and expert power ^ The ranking procedure makes it im- 
possible for all fi\ro baises of power to be correlated in the same direction with 
Bmy single criterioa 7sr^iabJle^ 

[Place nmLE in APPROXI^RT^Ly ierej 

The correlatioa b^Oiieen the satisfaction variable and the five bases of 
powr was also calciilated on the basis of individual criterion scores in order 
to facilitate comparisQiiL i^lth Homstein-s study of teachers assigjied to prajnary 
grades in puhllc elemeiitary schools* As sho™ in Table IV^ a similar pattern 
eineTged In both studies; teacher satisfaction had a significant^ positive cor- 
relation with expert ani refiercnt power and a significantj negative correlation 
with remrd and coercive pOMer. The strength of the first tvio and the last one 
of these four correlatiOTS iwas more pronouncod in the present study^ whereas 
the negative correlation forr Legitimate power was more mrked in the Hornsteln 
study. Balderson obtained siinilor findings by analysing means rather than 
correlations . 

[PlACPrABLF IV AI^PRDXT?!ATED^ IWM^ 
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TABLE III'"' 



pr^fpiAnm mMtniEKTg OF SMIgfACTION ETH SPERIQF 
" AID EASES OF POyER; GRQlfP AIAL1SIS. 



Bases of Branch Office Utility Co. hokctm Insurance Colbp Public School 
Power Salismen Workers Workers Apnts faculty Teichars 

(n.36). (11^20) ■ in-m (n^^O) M^) ^^'^^^ 



Expert 



Coercive • ".W* 



M<.05i two-tiilsd 
pi. 01, twg-tailsd 
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.30 ,m .W'^ '^5'^^ '"^^^ 



j2 .27 .W^ "'iO^'''* -'53*^' 



LegitiMts '=.37*'^ -35 , . -26^ 



.,23 .01 -J2^^ -JO* -'^^"^ 
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TABLE IV 



CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS OF SA TISFA CTION W ITH SUPERIOR A ND 
' "BASES OF rOWERi INDIVIDUAL AECALJSIS 



Bases of 
Power 



Public School Teachers^ 
Primary Grades 

(n - 325) 



Public School Teachers I 
Elementary & Secoridary 

(n - 619) 



Referent 



.12^ 



Expert 
Reward 
Legitimate 



-.30^^ 



.24^^ 



.51^ 



"•13 



Coercive 



,32^^ 



p<,05, two-tailed 
p<.01p two-stalled 
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Control an d SatisfactioTi 

7ho manner in which control ovqv thG school is exerted was also assessed 
using two related but different factors: (1) institutional control, which is the 
ajBOimt of influence exerted over the way tlie school is Tun^ and (2) intorpersonal 
control, which deals with the influence patterns between the principal and the 
teachers. The respective means for institutional and interpersonal control and 
the correlation coefficients with teacher satisfaction are shown in Table V, 

[PLACE TABLE V APPMXIMArELY ICREJ 

The findings in this area also approximated those of studies in other settings. 
The group- level analysis^ for which both means and correlation coefficients are 
available for comparisOTi^ reveals a similar pattern bet^vean the branch office and public 
school settings, particularly for institutional control. The major difference 
is that office managers seem to have a higher average level of control than do 
the principals, as perceived by their respective organizational subordinates. 
Due to Bachman*s omission of means > comparisons across the two school settings 
are llTnited to correlational results. In both settings , significant positive 
correlations between the various types of control and teacher satisfaction were 
founds with more pronounced coefficients in the present study, 

DISCUSSION , 

In simmary, the results of this study were: (1) that legitiiTiate and expert 
power were for public school teachers^ like other organizational role groups and 
acrosj various situational subcategories, the preferred base for supervision; " 
(2) that expert and referent power were for teachers^ lite personnel in other 
work settings, the highest correlates of satisfaction with supervisor's performance: 
and (3) that the levels of institutional and interpersonal control perceived by. 
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TABLE V 



CORRELATION COEFl' ICIENTS BETWEEN 
CONTROL AND TEACHER SATISFACTION 



Group Analysis 



Individual AnL>l.ysls 



Type of 
Control 



Branch Office Public School 
dalesmen Teachers 



Primary Elementary & 
Teachers Secondary 



Itistltutlonal 

Supervisor 4,57 

Subordiiiate 3.01 

Total 7.58 



, 60** 
, 60** 



3.97 
3.07 
7.04 



, 60** 
,56** 
, 71** 



,23** 
, 25** 
, 25** 



.32** 
.40** 
.47** 



InterpersoTial 

Supervisor 4.30 .82** 3.66 .65** 

. Subordltiate 3.O0 .75** 2.98 .55** 

Total 7.30 .88** 6.64 .64** 



,31** 
,29** 
, 33** 



.39** 
.42** 
.50** 



** p-^.Ol 



19 
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teachers for themselves and for principals were also significant and directly 
related to satisfaction with the principal -s per rormanco. 

Tiiese results are subjoct to tlie linntatlons inherent in CQrfeUitlon studies and 
cannot be fully compared wdtli those of two previous school studtps yucli utilized 
data-collection and -reporting procedures that varied from the feachnian studies. 
However^ the consistency of results of studies covering a perio^ of more than a 
decade serves to increase our confidence in the findings of this irivestigation. 
Further, it reveals a conmon ground for further reseai^ch to test general theories 

of administration. More sophisticated techniques are needed^ for exampl©^ to 
sort out the social-desirability element of such survey- que stlOnriai re it^ms. 
There is a tendency to respond favorably to "nice'' bases of po^ver, coinpared 
to the negative connotations inherent in Bacliman's statements for reward and 
coercive power. 

Nevertheless j this study updates and expands our insights ijito the five bases of 
power hypothesized by French and Raven as they specifically relate to tho school prin-- 
cipal's role in today ^s elementary and secondary schools. The ^gsults indicate that 
despite the changes that have occurred, the bases of power from u^hich prljiclpals operate 
today exhibit essentially the sajne pattern as prevailed in schooxs and other settings 
in the 1960 In addition^ the results suggest answers to several pertijient questions 
regarding the supervisory power of the principal and its effect gn teachoYS, 

The results speak to the concerns which principals appropria^tely hav^ about 
the erosion of their bases of power, and suggest approaches that could be utilized 
to function effectively in an organizational setting which is e^eriencing a 
redistribution power. The implications emerging from this study include the 
following: 

1 . The erosion of the principa^^^legltimate powe^^ inor^ jniagiried than real . 
The primary reason puhlic school teachers do what the principal t^equests 
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or directs is their recognition and acceptance of the legitiniate power of 
the office* This finding holds up regardless of the school level or size 
and the coiiniunity type or location. 

2, The influence of principals depends to a considerable degree on their 
possession of special knowledge and skills which enable them to help 
teachers achieve their goals * This conclusion is reflected in the con- 
sistently high ranking of expert power and its significant direct rela- 
tionship to teacher satisfaction with the principal's performance^ It 
indicates one way in which principals can offset the ei^osion in 
their legitimate power. The preparation^ selectionj inservice trainings 
and evaluation of school principals should be modified to enhance the 
BxpeTtis^ base of their supervisory power. 

3 > Principal s in larger schools are less likely to capitalize an expert 

power tli j in those in smaller schools . Teachers in larger schools differed 
from their colleagues in smaller schools by giving expert power a third 

place ranking. Prcsimiably^ tliere is less opportunity or inclination for 
principals in larger schools to engage in direct program and staff de- 
velopment activities with teachers ^ hut to the extent possible this gap 
would seem to be worth closing. 
4* Rewards and coerciorj are not vie wed favorably as either bases of 
supervisory power o r correlates of satisfaction with the principals 
performan ce , Personal (or referent) influence remains effective, but 
reliance on remote authority and material reinforcement or punishment 
is apparently deleterious to staff satisfaction and responsiveness. 

S. Control in the schools appears to be perceived as a win-win situati on to 
a co nslc lerable extent . Teacher satisfaction is positively correlated not 
only with their omi perceived levels of institutional and inteipersonal 
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control but also with their perception of the principal levels of in- 
stitutional and interpersonal control. Tliis finding is consistent with 
the observations of TannenbaLrn " and others who indlcato that power in an 
organiiatlon is not a fixed quantity which is shared by one group at the 
e^ense of another. Rather ^ it can increase reciprocally. Principals who 
interact with teachers and solicit their opinions can obtain mGre re^onslve- 
ness and better morale. ITiuSj this research challenges some o£ the traditional 
practices that have grown out of "the all or nothing law of power/ 
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